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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 


For the Second Circuit 
Docket No. 75-4226 


PARSAM SRI THAKUR and 
VELLAMA SRI THAKUR, 

Petitioners, 


v. 

IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE, 

Respondent. 


On Petition for Review of Deportation Order 


BRIEF FOR PETITIONERS 


This is a petition for review under §106(a) 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1105a) by the 
petitioners PARSAM SRI THAKUR and VELLAMA SRI THAKUR, of 
the order by the Board of Immigration Appeals, dated 
September 29, 1975 in which said Board affirmed the de¬ 
cision of the Immigration Judge denying the petitioners' 




Motion to Reopen end to Extend their Voluntary Departure 
Date. 


QUESTIONS PRESENTED 

1) Whether the administrative record as 
certified by the government permits adequate review 
of the case. 

2) Whether the denial of extension of volun¬ 
tary departure represents an arbitrary and ce >ricious 
exercise of discretion. 

STATEMENT OF FACTS * 

The petitioners are natives and citizens of 
Guyana and the parents of three children, one of whom was 
born in the United States three years ago. 


•||f 

Some of the facts related here do not appear in the 
"Record of the Proceedings" as certified by the govern¬ 
ment and reflected in the Joint Appendix. The Immigra¬ 
tion Record File contains additional material which should 
have been included in the Record of the Proceedings, which, 
without such material is non-factual. Among the material 
not included is an affidavit prepared by petitioner PARSAM 
SRI THAKUR and the original denial of the extension of 
the student status, both of which are essential to give 
proper perspective to the case. The above facts are taken 
from said affidavit prepared by the petitioner. 
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The petitioner, PARSAM SRI THAKUR, first came 
to the United States as a student in September, 1960. He 
received a B.A. degree from the University of Wisconsin 
in January, 1964, an M.A. degree from North Colorado Uni¬ 
versity in September, 1964. He then left the United States 
and taught school in Canada and Guyana. 

In 1970 he returned to the United States and en¬ 
rolled at New York University for graduate studies. 

In 1974, shortly before he had completed his 
studies, the Immigration Service denied his application 
for extension of student status, among other reasons be¬ 
cause he had placed himself ->n the immigration visa 
waiting list October 29, 1973. It is questioned whether 
the denial was justified. However the petitioner was 
permitted to complete his studies and he received a Ph.D. 
degree from New York University in June, 1975. 

He asked for permission to remain in the United 
States for practical training which ordinarily is considered 
part of the student's education. The Service denied fur¬ 
ther extensions. In the absence of practical training 
the petitioner's extreme effort to achieve higher educa¬ 
tion may have been futile. 
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There is no question that the developments in 
this case caused the petitioner extreme anxiety and it 
is against this background that the Petition for Review 
was filed. 


STATUTE INVOLVED 


Immigration and Nationality Act as Amended 
Sec. 244(e)(8 U.S.C. 1254(e) 

Suspension of Deportation; Voluntary Departure 

* * * 


Sec. 244(e) The Attorney General may, in his 
discretion, permit any alien under deportation pro¬ 
ceedings, other than an alien within the provisions 
of paragraph (4), (5), (6), (7), (11), (12), (14), 
(15), (16), (17), or (18) of section 241(a) (and also 
any alien within the purview of such paragraphs if 
he is also within the provisions of paragraph (2) of 
subsection (a) of this section), to depart volun¬ 
tarily from the United States at his own expense in 
lieu of deportation if such alien shall establish 
to the satisfaction of the Attorney General that he 
is, and has been, a person of good moral character 
for at least five years immediately preceding his 
application for voluntary departure under this 
subsection. 
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THE ARGUMENT 


I 

The Certified Record in Its Present Form 
Does Not Do Justice to the Equities in the Case. 

The Certified Record begins with the Order to 
Show Cause which is dated February 10, 1975. It alleges 
that the petitioners had been authorized to remain in 
the United States until November 15, 1974 and that they 
remained thereafter without authority. (A-13) 

At the hearing before the Immigration Judge 
on February 27, 1975 the petitioners appeared without 
counsel and admitted deportability. The application for 
extension of student status had been denied on November 5, 
1974. It is believea that this denial could have been 
questioned by the petitioners at the time it took place, 
but also at the time of the deportation hearing. It 
therefore should be part of the administrative record 
and is appended to this brief as Exh. 1, sincu the peti¬ 
tioner's deportability was based on this denial and the 
denial may have been In error. 
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Having admitted deportability, the Immigration 
Judge had pity on the petitioners and with the consent 
of the Trial Attorney gave the departure date of June, 1975. 
(App. 9). Thereafter, the record shows the petitioners 
did retain counsel and such counsel, without giving sub¬ 
stantial reasons for the request, asked for an extension 
of the voluntary departure date by the Immigration Judge. 

(A-4, A-5) 

The Immigration Judge states that there were 
no compelling reasons shown for the petitioners' failure 
to depart. This must be aauu.tted, but while the reasons 
were not shown, they existed and it was not the petitioners' 
fault, but that of their counsel that the reasons were 
not sufficiently given. 

The appeal again did not bring out the agony 
of this case and on the basis of the Record, the per curiam 
decision of the Board was inevitable. 

It is respectfully submitted, that as the Board 
of Immigration Appeals was deprived of all essential facts 
in this case, so this Court, on the basis of the Certified 
Record in its present form, is deprived of all essential facts. 
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The condition of the Record illustrates the inherent 
weakness of a system in which the respondent is permitted 
to select material from its record without permitting 
the petitioner the same privilege. 


II 

Denial of Voluntary Departure Under the 
Circumstances of this Case is Arbitrary and Capricious . 

Review of the Denial of Voluntary Departure 
is within the framework of this petition for review. 

8 C.F.R. §242.17(b); Jack Wasserman, On Immigration 
Law and Practice . 2nd ed. p.292 and cases cited there. 

In the exercise of administrative discretion 
all aspects of the case should be taken into considera¬ 
tion. Here the sole unfavorable aspect is the petitioners' 
failure to depart when requested. On the other hand the 
denial of his student status may have been in error and 
the petitioner spent the overstayed time in the United 
States completing his studies. He has a United States 
citizen child. He is statutorially eligible for voluntary 
departure, being a person of^good moral character and having 
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TMMTfiBATTnN TtmCP • You both nAtlvPM and ritlzens Of Guvana? 


the means and the desire to depart. The chief motivation 
on part of the respondent in denying voluntary departure 
is to penalize the petitioner for his overstay. 

Sec. 244(e) is available to aliens such as 
the petitioner and his family. When he was in the United 
States the first time he complied with the conditions of 
his admission. The ~econd time in the United States he 
failed to depart within the time alloted, but he had a 
valid reason for not having left. Bartsch v. Watkins . 

175 F.2d 245 (2d Cir. 1949). 

Administrative discretion must be flexible. 
Favorable factors in individual cases may justify a grant 
of relief. Matter of T., 5 IN 736 (1954); Matter of S., 

6 IN 692 (A.G. 1955). 

Here the equity aspects are substantial. If 
analyzed from the point of view of alternatives, the peti¬ 
tioners' remaining in the United States was beneficial to 
his career and to his employer. His departure would have 
had adverse results. He did not at any time hide out from 
the Service. He did not make fraudulent statements. He 
utilized the existing law for his purposes. Had at some 
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time after he obtained his degree he applied for n tem¬ 


porary worker's permit (H-l) he might have been able to 


remain in the United States lawfully. He was unaware of 


that possibility. He did seek the advice of counsel and 


acted upon this advice. 


CONCLUSION 


For the foregoing reasons voluntary departure 


should be restored to him. 


Respectfully submitted. 


EDITH LCWENSTEIN 
Counsel for Petitioner 
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UNI I tU i I A i bi Dbi’AKTMbMl Or j'Jb'llcs 
IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE 


File No.: 

D-.e: 

P/f/ZS ASA'S S/e/ - 7 )/y 0 
&*/ 7 r * 

d/Goff/trc-f'*/, 


PLEASE NOTE THE ITEM OR ITEMS CHECKED 0 BELOW WITH REGARD TO YOUR APPLICATION. 

I.tfUpon consideration, it is ordered that your application for extension of temporary siay be denied for 
the following reason: 

a. f$You have failed to establish that you intend to depart from the United States within a definite 

time. 

b. f^You have failed to establish that you have a residence abroad to which yo.i intend to return. 

c. SjYou have failed to establish that you can financially maintain yourself as a bona fide nonimmi¬ 

grant. 

d. JSYou have failed to establish that the purpose for which you were admitted has not been accom¬ 

plished and that your requested extension is not merely an attempt to prolong your stay indefinitely. 

e. DYou have violated your nonimmigrant status by accepting unauthorized employment in the United 

States. 

f Ixf &>///**& Ah/Z A*/ /AS/v.yio* 

It will be necessary for you to depart from the United States not later than 

You must notify this office before that date of the arrangements you have made to effect your departure, 
including the date, place and manner of departure. USE THE ENCLOSED SELF-ADDRESSED CARD 
TO NOTIFY THIS OFFICE REGARDING DEPARTURE ARRANGEMENTS. POSTAGE IS NOT 
REQUIRED. At the time of your departure, do not fail to surrender Form 1-91, ARRIVAL-DEPARTURE 
RECORD, in accordance with instructions on that form. 



3. $?Upcn consideration, it is ordered that your application as a nonimmigrant student for permission to 

engage in employment be denied for the following reason: //A/ST&Sa/A? 'S TJtS//, 4. 

f/ACcr /0~7r. /<?7/ / 2>ezS/r<f 77/# A>C-r- rAAr-* SnAarxSZ S'SA rU*7 

//*!te 9’S' /dCrw^73 -xz> yt>iS C'*/* /‘SS’ (-*></ Ov/cd A*Z>%*'£' ytuS foAi-t* 

S/Sssa/Ir- S« •//£*&£-totr //Art? A&TZsJ . /*' Ar>£>/T7*^S, S 

'fr'A'-r /rrT/erd aa a. '•* 

4. LJ Upon consideration, it is ordered that your application for school transfer be denied tor the following 


reason: 


s, Ar=rz-e. y*t/ * r*-/'/v^r tz^Ts/c/k -at- 

'S O.A6 AA+SSCAA //S CfK/A^/^S^ . - 

~7A XS'* >-d=-^2 JT, A/£e7i r+7 Ste~SZfo2> A A A'/iS/v' 


Enclosures: 


Form 1-94 
Your Passport 


□ 


Form 1-541 
(Rev 12-1-72) N 


Very truly yours, 

% 




/?ct~Kr-e-e 


DISTRICT DIRECTOR 


7 
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INDEX TO ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD 


UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THE SECOND CIRCUIT 


'X 


PARSAM SRI THAKUR and 
VILLAMA SRI THAKUR, 


Petitioners, 


- v - 

IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION 
SERVICE, 


PETITION FOR REVIEW OF 
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY 
ACTION_ 


Docket No. 75-4220 


Respondent. 


----------------- - -x 

INDEX TO ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD 

1. Decision of the Board of Iiowigration 
Appeals dated September 29, .1975. 

2. Notice of appeal to the Board of Itoruigra- 
tlon Appeals dated August 2o, 1975 with motion to reopen 
deportation proceedirgs to grant voluntary departure. 

3. Order of the Immigration Judge denying 
motion to reopen dated August 19, 1975. 


4. Service brief in opposition to motion 
to reopen proceedings dated July 16, 1975. 


5. Motion to reopen deportation proceedings 
by petitioner's attorney dated June Id, 19/5. 

t. Letter to Immigration and Naturalization 
Service from petitioner dated June Id, 1975. 

7. Notice of entry of appearance as 
attorney dated June 24, 1975. 








KPMjqI 

3532 


Index to Administrative Record 


A-2 


8. Notice of extended voluntary departure 
denied dated June 3, 1975. 

9. Decision of the Immigration Judge dated 
February 27, 1975. 

10- Transcript of deportation hearing held 
on February 27, 1975. 

11. Order to show cause dated February 10, 

1975. 

Respectfully submitted, 

THOMAS J. CAHILL, 

United States Attorney for the 

.. Southern District of New York, 

Attorney for Respondent. 


MARY P. MAGUIRE, 

Special Assistant United States Attorney, 
Of Counsel. 
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DECISION OF THE BOARD OF IMMIGRATION APPEALS 



» . 4 • 

Hxiiteii Utah's Drpartmnit nf Hlufitire 

Siuufc nf 3mnugratin» Appraln 
' Iflaaliingtim. D.(L 2U53U 
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In re: PARS RAM SRI THAKUR 
VELLAMA SRI THAKUR 

IN DEPORTATION PROCEEDINGS 

APPEAL 

ON BEHALF OF RESPONDENTS: Ira Ehrlich, Esquire 

21 E. 40th Street 

New York, New York 10016 

ON BEHALF OF I&N SERVICE: Alexander Schonfeld 

Trial Attorney 


CHARGES: 

Order: Section 241(a)(2), I&N Act (8 U.S.C. 1251 

(a)(2)) - Nonimmigrants - 
remained longer 

APPLICATION: Voluntary departure 


ORDER: / . 

PER CURIAM. The decision of the immigration judge 
is affirmed. The appeal accordingly is dismissed. 

Oral argument is denied. . 

.A > '7^^^ <X**-*s. 


Chairman 



ORDER OF THE IMMIGRATION JUDGE DENYING 
_MOTION TO REOPEN_ 
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UNITED STATES DEPART! IE NT OP JUSTICE 
Immigration and Naturalization Service 

AUG i 9 3T5 


In the Matter of 


File: A19 449 469 - A20 802 773 - New York 


Deportation Proceedings 
against 

PAP.SRAM SRI TEAKUR 
and 


In Behalf of Respondents 


In Behalf of Service: 


Ira Ehrlich, Esq. 

21 East 40th Street 
New York,N.Y. 10016 

Alexander Schonfeld, E 
Trial Attorney 
New York, dev York 


VELIANA SRI T'dARUR 
- Respondents - 


(V'JDER DENYING MOTION T r RTOPEJ1 

At hearing held on February 27, 1975 the respondents, who are husband rad 
wife, were found rieportable and granted until June 27, 1975 to depart 
voluntarily to enable the male respondent to complete a course o. stud 
by that date. It v;as further ordered that upon their failure to '.V.<'r* 
when required that they be deported to Cuyana. Mo appeal was tm-rr 
from that; decision. A request for an extension of departure ti e m s 
denied by the District Director on June 3, 1975. 

r 

In this motion respondents request that the proceedings be stave- 5 de- 
aortation hearing be reopened to grant then anew in order to cn:.b’< t e 

a z : .. . 

male respondent to complete practical training as a Psychologist. . >. 

•notlor. io opposed by the Trial Attorney, who has questioned the 'v.: ij-.’.s 
of the male respondent's intention to depart at the original deportation 






Order of the Intrigration Judge Denying 
Motion to Reopen 


A 


• « M 

hearing. 



The respondents were granted a period of 4 months to effect departure at 

r t • 

the original deportation hearing. Their request for an extension o£ 
departure time has been denied by the District Director. They have 
shown no compelling reason or circumstance for their failure to depart 
within the time originally granted. Hence their application lacks merit 
and tne motion will be denied in all respects. 


ORDER: IT Id 0”J)E_EE7)tlat the motion to reopen proceedings and for a 
stay is hereby denied. 


1IEHRY I. MitLiiM 
Immigration Judge 
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SERVICE BRIEF IN OPPOSITION TO MOTION 
TO REOPEN PROCEEDINGS_ 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
Immigration and Naturalization Service 
20 West Broadway 
New York, New York 10007 


In the Matter of : 
Parsram Sri Thakur : 
Respondent : 

IN DEPORTATION PROCEEDINGS 
IN BEHALF OF RESPONDENT: 


File No. A19 449 469 


Ira Eh IIch, Esau Ire 
21 East 40th Street 
New York, New York 


BRIEF IN OPPOSITION 


The motion to reopen Is opposed. Respondent, at the time he testified 
at his deportation hearing, agreed to leave the United States on or before 
June 27, 1975. It Is Inconceivable that at this hearing he was not aware 
that he would require practical training. The only conclusion therefore 
In the light of his present request. Is that he never intended to leave. 


This motion must be denied. 


ALEXANDER SCHONFEL^I 
Trial Attorney 
New York District 


July 16, 1975 
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LETTER TO IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION 
_ SERVICE FROM PETITIONER _ 


June 18, 1975 


Immigration Service 

*•> *’. • i *r 

. : t*;r >>• 

' ' ‘ s * w . ' , 

-i* , y* . /.» 

v * 

c • • 

* . ... /«i - • . 

•* » 

t 

1 .♦ • 

M . 

20 West Broadway 

• :* 

9 , • ; / . 




5 

hew York City f Tl’.Y. 

• ■*.».* t 

* * ’ * .1 ‘ 

; . r 


i 7 ' ‘ 
** 

*' \ 


Re: 

Parsrara Sri 

TIUXUR 

<i r 

- 

‘ . •• • * . 1 


and wife: 
Velleraa Sri 

TrLUCUR 

v»-> ■ 

;.u 

* 


Dear Sirs: 


/j 7 7? 

70 ? * 2-7 7 ? 

I respectfully request a new grant of Voluntary 


Departure, The compelling reason for requesting ouch tine is > 
that I now completed ;ay Doctorate course in Educational ?sycholoM 
and I presently need practical training in my specialty. Such 
supervised practical training is not available in ray country, 
Guyana. 

If I an compelled to depart at present I would or.ly b. 
compelled to return to the United States for such training in 
the future. L 

r i’he practical training time s is one year. .'.’it 1 'out 
such practical training I cannot receive a Licence ns c i 


Psychologist. 

I respectfully request that ray departure e 

to allow the granting of a new Voluntary Departure. 

> 

dennrturc is not the subject of any judicial nrococ'D'.: 

.Resoaetfully yourr, 

P /// 

l/v' o ' /V* / 

PARI RAD. SRI TIIAkUR 


'■ 1 '-rfs-l 


SWORN TO l* ui 
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• ... r. !•>■. .. ■ 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA: 


In the Matter of 
SRI, THAKUR PARSRAM 


/. • ; - \ - File No. A.. J9 449 46 9 ‘ _I_ 

V;* 1 ';•>» ' > v • ■ ”• 

• . ..t ’ • • ■ • • ‘ • ; <• 

' -.,v • UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE * 

■ * *. IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE 


In Deportation Proceedings Under Section 242 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act 


Respondent. 


DECISION OF THE 
IMMIGRATION JUDGE 


Upon the basis of respondent’s admissions I have determined that he is deportable on the charge(s) in the 
Order to Show Cause. 

Respondent has made application solely for voluntary departure in lieu of deportation. 

ORDER: It is ordered that in lieu of an ord cjS of deportation respondent be granted voluntary departure 

without expense to the Government on or before I p-i*—/ ^ £ ~7 _ 

~A (Date) 


or any extension beyond such date as may be granted by the district director, and under such conditions as the 
district director shall direct 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that if respondent fails to depart when and as required, the privilege of 
voluntary departure shall be withdrawn without further notice or proceedings and the following order shall there¬ 
upon becorrfejmmediatcly effective: respondent shall be deported from the United States to___ 

-1cA___on the chargc(s) contained in the Order to Show Cause 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that if the aforenamed country advises the Attorney General that it is unwilling 
to accept the respondent into its territory or fails to advise the Attorney General within three months following 
original inquiry whether it will or will not accept respondent into its territory, the respondent shall be deported 


Copy of this decision has been served on respondent 


Appeal: Waivcd-rcs£*vt(f^ 

-rlv-i/rf 


FINAL r ..DER 



(immigration Judxc) 


FEB 27 797*5 


ronm i 39 
ifftV 9 I • 7 J * N 




■■■ i 
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TRANSCRIPT OF DEPORTATION HEARING 

[MTl’D STATES IfKf* WUMKNT 01 JUSTICE 

Imini^r.ttiun .iisc! N.ilntult/alioii Servit c 

MATTER OF PlUL A- 20 802 773 & 

' 19 449 469 

tga::ur parsram sri f 

THAKUIl VELLAMA SKI u IN DEPORTATION (MASH) PROCEEDINGa 

transcript of hearing 

Before: J° s e ph J- Mac k __'___.Immigration |uJ<- 

Date: Febr uary 27 , 1975 _ place: _J*»L.T®EK_— - 


Transcribed by Mart ha Pastor_Recorded by_ IBM Dictap hone-__ 

t , r 

Official Interpreter No one ,- 

Language ENGLISH _ 


APPEARANCES: 

For the Service: For the Respondent: 

John K. Speer _ Ho. O ne_ 

Trial Allt rnry 

Trial A ttor ney_ _ 

Station 





Transcript of Deportation Hearing 
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2 

• 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 

26 


FORM I 299 

ri •** * 


'..i HEARING FEBRUARY 27, 1975 A. 20 802 773 & A. 19 449 469. 

MR. SPEER: THAKUR VELLAMA SRI, THAKUR PARSRAM SRI, NUMBERED RESPECTIVELY: 
A. 20 802 773, A. 19 449 469. Both English language and neither represen¬ 
ted by counsel. Government has had an opportunity to discuss this case 
informally with the respondents. 

IMMIGRATION JUDGE TO RESPONDENTS: 

Q. Your names are? 

FEMALE RESPONDENT: 

A. Vellama Thakur Sri. 

Q. And your name sir? 

A. Parsram Thakur Sri. 

IMMIGRATION JUDGE: Now you both speak and understand English, is that 
correct? 

A. Yes sir. 

FEMALE RESPONDENT: 

A. Yes. 

IMMIGRATION JUDGE: And you both wish to speak for yourselvcr, at this 
hearing? 

A. Yes we do. 

FEMALE RESPONDENT: 

A. Yes. 

IMMIGRATION JUDGE: You both admit that you are not citizens or nationals 
of the United States? 

A. Yes we do. 

FEMALE RESPONDENT: 

A. Yes. 

TRANSCRIPT OF HEARING 

Uniter! States Department of Justice — lmmil*rntion and Naturalization Service 





Transcript of Deportation Hearing 
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• IMMIGRATION JUDGE: You both natives and citizens of Guyana? 

2 i A. Yes sir. 

5 FEMALE RESPONDENT: 


4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

FORM I m 
<•> it 6si 


A. Yes. 

IMMIGRATION JUDGE: Now you entered the United States Mr. Sri, on or about 
September 2, 1970? 

A. Yes sir. 

Q. You came in at Puerto Rico? 

IMMIGRATION JUDGE TO FEMALE RESPONDENT: 

Q. And you entered the United States at the city of New York on 

June 16, 1971? 

A. That is correct. 

Q. You were admitted as a student and you were admitted as a wife 

of a student? 

FEMauE RESPONDENT: 

A. Yes. 

IMMIGRATION JUDGE: And 'u both were permitted to remain in the United 
States until November 15, 1974, is that rifcht? 

A. Yes, Judge. 

IMMIGRATION JUDGE: And you remained here after that date without permis 
sion? 

FEMALE RESPONDENT: 

A. Ye3, your honor. 

IMMIGRATION JUDGE: You know that under the circumstances you arc both 
illegally in the United States? 

FEMALE RESPONDNET: 

TRANSCRIPT OF HEARING 

United States Department of justice — Immigration and Naturalization Service 




Transcript of Deportation Hearing 
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I 

“2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

FORM I 299 

(•< l » 6W 


J* A. Yea. 

I. IMMIGRATION JUDGE: Now are you prepared Co leave at your own expense 

{. 

instead of being deported? 

FEMALE RESPONDENT: 


A. Yes, your honor. 

IMMIGRATION JUDGE: And how soon are you prepared to leave? 

MALE RESPONDENT: 

A. At the present tirae sir, I'm finishing ray education, the 

University says that at the present rate of progress, June 
should be a reasonable date for me to complete my work. 

Q. W^at school do you go to? 

A. N». York University. 

Q. What are you studying for? 

A. For the doctors degree. 

Q. In what? 

A. Educational physcology. 

MR. SPEER: The government has been requested that they leave volunt.irAl'-. 
IMMIGRATION JUDGE: June 27th. 


MR. SPEER: Yes. 


IMMIGRATION JUDGE TO RESPONDENTS: Here is my order. Your minor child wi’l 


leave with you? 

FEMALE RESPONDENT: Yes sir;' rb Y ccrtK" '• 

s i.ic the fo¬ 
re a c or.nl r* 
'luscrihed n 
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